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"AM equally ſtruck wich thi ingenutty yagd the" | 
candour of your Lordſhip's reply to my laſt 
- 4 and I am ſatisfied that in no other 
hands could the hypotheſis you have adopted have 
appeared to more advantage. Still, however, I 
cannot help thinking, after the moſt attentive 
conſideration, that What you have urged. is far 
from invalidating what I advanced, and that, in 
ſeveral reſpects, it even affords additional ſupport 
to my argument. The obſervations which I have 
made to this purpoſe; your Lordſhip's candour 
encourages me to propoſe with the ſame free - 
dom with which we have both proceeded hi- 
therto, making a point of being as brief as poſ- 
ſible, and leaving thoſe paſſages of your Lord- 
ſhip' s letter on which I make no animadverſion, 
to make what impreſſion. they may on our com- 
am; readers. 1 
4 N 
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SECTION 


2 A THIRD LETTER TO THE 
SEC T1090 W 
Of the teſtimony of the Chriſtian Fathers, 


N order to be as little tireſome as poſſible, 1 
ſhall ſay but little with reſpect to the teſti- 
mony of the primitive chriſtians. Your Lord- 
ſhip acknowledges, p. 12, a prevalence of my hy- 
potheſis in the primitive times, though not the 
univerſality of it; and this prevalence (eſpecially 
ſo early as the opinion of our Lord's miniſtry not 
having extended much beyond one year may be 
traced) cannot, I think, be ſatisfactorily account- 
ed for on the ſuppoſition of its having ever been 
the univerſal opinion, that he preached three years 
and a half. 
Such an opinion a as this last mentioned, could 
not have died away very ſuddenly. The apoſ- 
tles, and all thoſe who converſed with our 
Lord, muſt have known how long he preached; 
and as their preaching conſiſted probably, for the 
' moſt part, in relating the hiſtory of Chriſt, notes 
of time would neceſſarily mix with it, and this 
would continue the original tradition much later, 
1 ſhould think, than the time when the opinion 
that I contend for, is known to have prevailed. : 
A departure from this opinion in after times, is 
not very difficult to account for; but that, in a 
matter of hiſtory and tradition, the erroneous opi- 
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81S HOP OHP WATERFORD. 3 
nion ſhould be the 4 that we can find, is, cer- 
tainly, not natural. 
Tour Lordſhip grants, p. 23, that the Aalen 
1 contend for may be traced to the year 1 50, and 
that the Alogi held it as well as the Valentinians. 
But the origin of the Alogi ſeems to have been 
in the remoteſt chriſtian antiquity. Epiphanius, 
who gives a large account of them, does not pre- 
tend to give them any date; and as he found 
them without a name, it is moſt probable that 
in moſt reſpects, they were among the Gentiles 
what the Nazarenes were among the Jews, viz. 
the earlieſt converts to chriſtianity. Opinions, 
therefore, univerſally held by them were moſt pro- 
bably handed down to them (eſpecially as few 
of them were learned) from the firſt promulga- 
tion of our religion. 
You ſay, p. 7, On a review of the paſſages 
tte quoted from Origen and Euſebius, I doubt 
*© whether there be that exact agreement between 
_& your ſyſtem and theirs which you ſuppoſe. 
e According to you there was the preciſe inter- 
* val of à year, between that paſſover, at which 
te Jeſus firſt exerciſed his prophetical office in 
«© Teruſalem, and that at which he was crucified. 
« But we cannot diſcover what ſpace of time e- 
te lapſed, according to Origen and Euſebius, be- 
ec tween the firſt paſſover and the impriſonment | 
4 of John the Baptiſt,” 
But, my Lord, as the antients, in general, ſay 
char the three firſt evangeliſts relate the events of 
- B 2 one 
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one year only, and they all mention the baptiſm of 
Jeſus, which was ſome time before the firſt paſſo- 
ver, if any other paſſover intervened between this 
and that on which he ſuffered, they muſt have 
comprehended in their narrative #200 Years and a 
3 Sew months. And though, ſpeaking in a general 
way, à year may be extended to a few months 
more than a year, it cannot reaſonably be in- 
terpreted to mean ſome months more than z7wo 
years. If, as I ſuppoſe, the impriſonment of 
John happened within a fortnight after the- firſt 
paſſover, the antient writers ſaying 4 year inter- 
vened between that event, and the next paſſover, 
is eaſily accounted for; the term year being a 
whole number, and within a few days of the 
truth. 
Four Lordſhip ſays, p· 10, that © the vat 
« of the human mind is generally flow, and its 
ce firſt attempts feeble on every nice ſubject.“ 
But this, my Lord, is the caſe only in matters of 
reaſoning, and would have applied here, if, with- 
out any previous tradition, or information con- 
cerning the ſubject, the four goſpels had been 
put into mens' hands, and they had been left to 
_ inveſtigate the chronology of them as. well 2 
they could. MF 
But this was far from being the caſe with the 
goſpel hiſtory. When the evangelical writings 
appeared, the hiſtory of Chriſt was previouſly 
well known, ſo that the idea of the duration of 
bis miniſtry would not be derived from thoſe 
| | books. 
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books. The received opinion, whatever it was, 
had taken its riſe long before. How this opi- 
nion ſhould have been ſo very different, as your 
Lordſhip ſuppoſes, from the truth, muſt be ac- 
counted for on ſome other principle than © the 
«© ſlowneſs of the human mind in its inveſti- 
cc gations.“ 

I do not ſee to what purpoſe your Lordſhip 
produces the authority of Grotius, and others, in 
favour of the hypotheſis of one year having taken 
1ts riſe from the interpretation of the paſſage in 
Tfaiah, in which mention is made of the acceptable 
year of the Lord. Your Lordſhip's own opinion 
would weigh much more with me than theirs, 
| becauſe you have given more attention to the 
ſubje& than they appear to have done. But it 
is natural probability, and not authority, that is 
of any weight here; and this, I think, is clearly 
in favour of the interpretation having been occa- 
ſioned by the opinion, and not the opinion by the 
interpretation. Nor could Valentinus, with any 
face, have propoſed ſuch an interpretation of any 
prophecy, when he did not previouſly know, that 
it was ſupported by the fab, or was ſuppoſed to 
be ſo. His venturing on ſuch an interpretation 
is, therefore, a proof of the current _ being 

in favour of it. 
7 Toll acknowledge, p. 29, that the pr imitive 
chriſtian writers muſt have thought that our 
Lord's miniſtry was comprized within one year, 
unleſs they computed the years of Tiberius in a 
. B 3 different 


6 A THIRD LETTER TO THE 
different manner from Luke, For it cannot be 
denied that they all reckoned his years from the 
death of Auguſtus. But can your Lordſhip think 
it probable, either that Luke ſhould uſe a manner 
of computation different from that of all other 


chronologers and hiſtorians whatever, or that the 


primitive chriſtians, converſant as they were with 
the evangelical writings, ſnould uſe the ſame lan- 
guage with Luke, in what they knew to be a 
quite different ſenſe; calling _ the 15th of Ti- 


berius, which they were ſatisfied would have been 


the 18th with Luke, and at the ſame time affix it 
to the ſame event? This I think in the higheſt 
degree improbable, and the authority of Le 
Clerc, Lardner, Pilkington, Macknight, Pearce, 
&c. with which you urge me, weighs nothing 
with me againſt it. 8 
Bghecauſe ſome of the chriſtian faikers reckoned 
the year in which Auguſtus died, to him, and 
others to Tiberius, you ſay, p. 21, * I may as 
We juſtly require an authority for this computa» 
« tion of Tiberius's reign from the 1ſt of Janu- 
« ary, and not from the 19th of Auguſt, as you 
e demand an inſtance of reckoning his years from 
6 his becoming colleague in the empire, and n not 
te from the death of his predeceſſor 
But, certainly, the difference of 1 years is a 


much more conſiderable thing than that of three 
months, and therefore may be more eaſily traced, 


In fact, however, your Lordſhip does not deny 
but that all hiſtorians and chronologers, without 
exception, 


BIS HOP OF, WATERFORD. 5 
exception, date the years of Tiberius from the 
death of Auguſtus, 

t rf fr m 


Of the cndul of Luke in giving a date to the 
preaching of John the Baptiſt, &c. 


giving a very circumſtantial date to the be- 
ginning of our Lord's miniſtry, and leading his 
readers to conclude, from the courſe of his narra- 


tive, that his death took place in the year fol- 


lowing, is hardly conſiſtent with the ſuppoſition 


of three years having intervened between them, 


Such a mode of writing is, I fay, unnatural. 


But you ſay, page 32, that it is not ſingular ; 
for that . Salluſt has dated the beginning of the 
c“ Catilinarian conſpiracy about the calends of 
„ June, in the conſulſhips of L. Cæſar, and C. 
« Figulus, and he has given no date to that more 


remarkable event, the battle in which Catiline 


te fell, It ſhould follow, therefore, by your 
way of arguing, that the conſpiracy was quaſhed 


the year after it broke out. Yet the fact is 
« that this memorable defeat did not happen till 
< the beginning of the year following.“ 


Now this appears to me to be.a very imperfe& 5 


parallel. All that can be ſaid with reſpect to 


Salluſt is that, being intent on relating a con- 
neard ſeries of intereſting events, he neglected 
B 4 <W. 


HAVE ſaid that, the conduct of Luke, in 
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to mention- the termination of one particular 
year, and carried his reader to the beginning of 
the next only, without any notice of it. But can 
your Lordſhip think that he would haye done ſo, 
if the war had continued three years? Or was it 


indeed poſſible, that any cotemporary hiſtorian 


ſhould have related tranſactions of that continu- 


ance without leaving ſome traces of their having 


extended to more than one year, which is the caſe 


with Luke. I therefore think that his conduct 


is a very conſiderable argument in favour of my 


hypotheſis, and againſt that of your Lordſhip, 


notwithſtanding this inſtance of Salluſt. 
I do not expect, as you ſeem to think, p. 35, 
that Luke ſhould have written like a regular an- 
naliſt, giving expreſs dates to the events of every 
year; but I ſhould expect that, having dated the 


beginning of his hiſtory with much greater pre- 


ciſion than Salluſt has done, he would not at- 


terwards have related events of three years and 
a half, without giving ſome intimation, directly 
or indirectly, of his hiſtory having extended be- 
yond one year. If it had had that extent, I 


think it would hardly have been poſſible for him, 


without very particular deſign, not to have left 
ſufficient traces of it. 


Beſides, it ſhould be conſidered, 8 the 
Roman hiſtorian had no other object but that of 
telling his ſtory in the moſt pleaſing and intereſt- 


ing manner, and therefore would more naturally 


paſs by a * if it . the courſe of his 
82 * narrative; 


BISHOP OF WATERFORD. 5 
narrative ; as it would have done very remarkably 
in this particular caſe, when what he had related 
as having paſſed in the city, had ſo cloſe” a con- 
nektion wich What Was FOG? in the field. | 


$3ZCTION I. 


Of the eee of Herod, and of her EY 
concerning Fefus, at the time of the death of 
"On the . ee N 

OUR Lordſhip candidly allows, p. 39, that 
the difficulty of accounting for Herod's 1g- 
norance concerning Jeſus till after the death of 

John the Baptiſt is greater on your hypotheſis 

than on mine, I ſuppoſing him not to have heard 

of Jeſus till after a very few weeks, and your 

Lordſhip not till after wo years 3 but you ſay, 

the defect of your argument is, that any con- 

cc ceivable method of accounting for Herod' s ig⸗ 
© norance may be the true one.” 

1 think, however, that this caſe is ſo very par- 
ticularly eireumſtanced, that there is hardly any 
conceivable method of accounting for it, and 
therefore that it nearly amounts to a demonſtra- 
tion of my hypotheſis. 

Vour Lordſhip, finding that Herod could not 
20 be abſent from his dominions in this interval on 
-his expedition againſt Aretas, or at Rome, for any 
political purpoſe, as you firſt conjectured, now 
ſays; page 40, a journey to Rome not under- 
* Fc taken 
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« taken for a political purpoſe may have been un- 
te noticed by the Jewiſh hiſtorian.” But can 
this be probable, when Joſephus expreſsly ſays, 


that it was with difficulty that he was prevailed 


upon by his wife to go to Rome for the moſt im- 
portant political purpoſe, having conceived a great 
averſion to that court? and we have no account 


of any prince of thoſe times going fych a jour= 


ney for mere pleaſure. 


Beſides, having quarrelled with Aretas by ths + 


- vorcing his daughter, and expecting a war on 
that account, it is not very probable that he 


would then think of a journey of pleaſure, which 


Vwould neceſſarily detain him ſo long from his o. 
dominions. Princes ſeldom travel with expe- 
dition, and much leſs could they do ſo in thoſe 
times. A year and four months, which your 
4 Lordſhip allows to the impriſonment of John, 


would, " ſhould think, have hardly been ſuf- 


ficient for the purpoſe. 


You alſo fay that, though Herod was _ 


« actually engaged in an expedition againſt | 


e Aretas, he might be occupied on the eaſtern 


« fide of Jordan, in preparing for one; ob- 


ſerving, p. 42, that this. river © ſeems to have 
<« been paſſable ina very few places.” But certain- 


Iy this river, which is not ſo big as the Thames, 
cannot be impaſſable by boats in any place, and 
only one conſtant place of paſſage was quite ſuf- 
| ficient for this purpoſe, which was not the paſſage 


of an army, but only the conveyance of a piece 
of 
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of news. Your Lordſhip will alſo conſider that 
Perza 1s the very country in which you ſuppoſe 
our Saviour to have made ſome conſiderable ſtay, 
fo as to haye made more diſciples there than John 
did, before his journey to Galilee, Jeſus, there- 
fore, might have been heard of in that country, 
though no account ſhoyld have been tranſmitted 
concerning him from Galilee. Beſides, ſince this 
expedition againſt Aretas did not take place till 
after the death of John the Baptiſt, and proba- 
bly that of our Saviour too, the preparation which 
you ſuppoſe he was then making for it muſt have 
been a conſiderable time before hand, and there- 
fore could hardly engage much of his attention, 
You obſerve, p, 39, that * Herod might 
* neglect reports about a worker of miracles, 
*« from the commonneſs of ſach pretenſions 
« in thoſe days.” Now fo far was it, as it ap- 
pears to me, from ſuch pretenſions being eom- 
mon in thoſe days, that I do not find the leaſt 

trace of any ſuch thing, From the time of Ma- 
lachi there had not been a prophet, or eyen a pre- 
tender to the gift of prophecy, among the Jews; 
and John the Baptiſt, though a prophet, worked 
no miracle, Judas the Gaulonite, who ſet up 
the ſtandard of liberty, did not, however, pre- 
tend to any miraculous power, and even near 
the ſiege of Jeruſalem thoſe impoſtors who de- 
Juded the people to their deſtruction, did it by 
promiſes only, of what they would do, and did 
Rot pretend to exhibit, or to have exhibited, 0 
I a real 
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real miracle. Your Lordſhip allows, p. 106, 
that there had been a ceſſation of miraculous 
1 near five hundred years. 

In the time of Herod, therefore, pretenſions to 
miracles muſt have excited the greateſt poſſible 
attention; and this would be more ſo in a nation 
whoſe anceſtors had been accuſtomed to them, 
and from whom they had been withdrawn for ſo 
many years, than in any other nation in the world, 
or in any other circumſtances of the ſame nation. 
This I conſider as a great mark of the wiſdom of 

God in preparing for the goſpel diſpenſation, ſo as 
to make the evidence of it the moſt ſtriking and 
illuſtrious poſſible. That, in theſe circumſtances 
of the Jewiſh nation above all others, Herod, or 
any other Jew, the moſt negligent of his religion 
= (and with reſpect to Herod himſelf I may almoſt 
| Ts ſay either i in, or out of his country) ſhould be two 
| years without hearing of Jeſus, is altogether in- 
| credible. But Herod does not only not appear 
| 


to have been out of his country any part of this 

time, but was certainly in it ſome part of it, and 
we are informed gave ae attention to John : 
the Baptiſt, 

Our Lord attended; you "TN p. 41 5e n 
« two feaſts at Jeruſalem before the fame of him 
reached Herad.” But your Lordſhip muſt 
have meant two paſſovers, without conſidering 
that there. were' three other feaſts in the year on 

which the Jews of thoſe times ſtatedly attended, 
According to your own Harmony, there muſt 
have been ſever Ap feſtivals 1 in that interval. 
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Fe por i Your. La tat 
1 the word aur is found in all our M88. 
of John vi, 4. and even in Ammonius, which, 
not having the Bibliotheca Patrum, which. you 
quote for it, p. 43, I was ignorant of before. 
But what. is this compared with the weight of: ar- 
gument which I have produced, to prove that 
Irenæus could not have ſeen any ſuch reading, and 
the great improbability that even Euſebips , had 
ſeen it? They had juſt the ſame occaſion for this 
word with your Lordſhip, their hypotheſis equally 
requiring it; and the former, I doubt not, was 
much more eager in his controverſy with the Va- 
lentinians than your Lordſhip i is in this with me; 
and he proſeſſes to enumerate all the paſſovers at 
which our Lord attended in Jeruſalem, merely 
for the ſake of computing the years, of his mi- 
niſtry. Would he, in this ſtate of mind, have 
omitted any paſſover expreſsly mentioned, ; by 
an eyangeliſt, only becauſe. our Lord was not 
ſaid to have attended at it?: 

277 you. lay, as p. 48, © this writer dhe 
&« think it an impiety not to attend on ſuch oc- 
*, caſions, therefore might oyerlook 2 paſſover, 


= 
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| « at which our Lord was not ſaid to attend,” he 
would certainly have' preſumed that he had at- 


tended, when the paſſover had really happened, 


and his attendance was only not expreſſed ; as, if 


the evangeliſt had ſaid that he did not attend, it 


would have precluded this writer's opinion of the 


impiety of ſuch conduct. But this opinion of 
the impiety of not attending theſe feſtivals in 


Irenæus is merely conjedtural, « and I think yy 
umprobable. 


On no account, therefore, can it be ſup] poſed 
that Irenæus would voluntarily have ee the 


recital of this, or any paſſover, expreſsly men- 
tioned by an evangeliſt, whether he thought our 
Lord had attended it, or not. On this I cannot 
help laying conſiderable ſtreſs, as 1 think * 
proves that, whatever be the caſe with all the MSS. 
now extant (which are all comparatively of late 
date) thoſe in the time of Irenæus had not the 


word me in the place in queſtion, and therefore 


that it was not in John's original copy. 


But your Lordſhip mentions another caſe which 


you think parallel to this. It was, it ſeems, p. 


47, © a conſtant opinion among the Fathers that 


ec Elias the Tiſhbite would make his appearance 
e in perſon before the ſecond coming of Chriſt,” 


and therefore that, arguing as I do, I muſt 


ſuppoſe, Matt. xvii, 12. in which our Lord 


ſays J tell you Elias is already come, to be ſpu- 
rious. Now really I do not perceive a ſha- 
dow of paralleliſm in the two caſes, becauſe 
theſe 
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theſe Fathers might very well think that John the 
Baptiſt might come in the ſpirit and power of Elias 
at the firſt coming of Chriſt, and that Elias might 
make his appearance in perſon at the ſecond 
coming. This text, therefore, does by no means 
ſtand in the way of their opinion. But no perſon 
can ſee the expreſs mention of three paſſovers in 
the courſe of our Lord's miniſtry, and entertain 


| the opinion that it laſted only one year. This is 


an abſolute impoſſibility, as your Lordſhip muſt 
feel, in making ſo much uſe of this text againſt 
my hypotheſis ; whereas, in the other caſe, there 
. inconſiſtency at all. The opinion that Elias 
will come in perſon before the ſecond coming of 
Chriſt is maintained by ſome perſons at this day, 
who are far from thinking the text you have 
: mentioned any objection to it. | 
The learned Dr, Burnet not only maintained 
the future coming of Elias in perſon, but even 
quotes in proof of it the very paſſage in the goſ- 
pels that you think irreconcileable with it, De 
Statu Mortuorum, p. 395, and in another ex- 
cellent work juſt publiſhed, and which I am con- 
fident your Lordſhip will read, as I have done, 
with great ſatisfaction, I find the ſame opinion 
and the ſame paſſage (Matt. xvii, 10...12.) quoted 
in ſupport of it. See Thoughts on the nature of 
the grand apoſtacy, p. 176, by Mr. Taylor, rec- 
tor of Crawley, &. 
It will hardly be wondered that, in p. 59, of 
* former letter, I did not underſtand why you 
ſuppoſed 
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ſuppoſed there would be any want 0 force in 
the obſervation mentioned John vii, 1. (After 
theſe things Feſus walked in Galilee, for he would 
not walk in Jewry becauſe the Jews ſought to kill 
him) if the word paſſover ſhould be expunged 
from ch. vi. 4. For certainly the mention of the 
feaſt of tabernacles in the verſe immediately f fol- 
lowing that in which his determination. to con- 
tinue in Galilee is ſpoken of, has a mueh nearer 
connection with that obſervation than the paſſ- 
over which was mentioned ſo long before; and 
it is juſt as much to the purpoſe. Nay, fince 
the evangeliſt expreſsly refers to the feaſt of ta- 
bernacles on this. -occaſion, a reference to ano- 
ther feaſt, which preceded it near half a year, is 
neceſſarily excluded. It was after every thing 

that is related in the ſixth chapter that Je ſus” 'Y 

walking in Galilee, in 7 9 to 0 ven, 1 is o 

much as mentioned. 
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TAM fax Cos FER thar the 9 of . 
the 5th and 6th chapters of John's goſpel is 


eſſential to my plan; but I contend. that, though 


there is no MS, in this order, the thing is far 

from being in itſelf, improbable, eſſ pecially conſi- 
dering the manner in which books, were. antiently 
written, and that the connection is much more 

natural in the arrangement 1 propoſe than 3 in the 


preſent. IR 


Tatian, as your. Lordſhip RY p. 6 35 hay- f 
ing tranſpoſed thee chapters, does hot indeed | 
prove that he found them ſo tranſpoſed but it 


ſhews. that the improbability of their preſent or- 
| der ſtruck him as it did Mr. Mann, and thoſe 


other modern critics whom your Lordſhip quotes. 
As to this tranſpoſition appearing, as you ſay, p. 
| 64, te to Dr. Hoddridge very unwarrantable and 


. dangerous, I muſt be allowed to ſay, that I 
do nat feel myſelf at all affected by! it. Some 


perſons fear where no fear in, and many affect 
mare fear than they really have. 


S>nnettion. between the 5th. and. 6th chapters; 
bur Wi it mult 1 36 allowed, to be! more natural to 


3-4 Tour Lordſhip, I acknowledge, has rr tho | 
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ſay, After theſe things Jeſus went over the ſea of 
_ Galilee, that is to the eaftern ſide of it, after relat- 
ing what had been tranſacted by him in the ſame 
country on the weſtern ſide, than after what had 
paſſed in J eruſalem. And though the connec- 
tion between the ſixth and ſeventh ch apters is 
mended by obſerving that Jeſus walking in Gali- 
lee, more naturally follows an aceount of tranſac- 
tions in Galilee, than his going into Galilee would 
do; yet the whole verſe (which is, After theſe 
things Jeſus walked in Galilee, for he would not 
walt in Fewry,. becauſe the Jews ſought to kill bim) 
much more naturally follows an account of his 
being at Jeruſalem, at the time that a conſpiracy 
was formed againſt his life in that place; which 
account is found in the fifth chapter. 
The only thing that your Lordihip now palti- 
cularly objects ts my arrangement is, the refer- 
ence to the raiſing of the dead before the miracles! 


of the raiſing of Jairus's daughter and the widow's 


| ſon; and yet when you conſider whar I ſay in fa- 
vour of our Lord's referring to the general refur- 
reftion of all the dead, at the laſt day, and not to 
that of any particular perſons in that time, you 
only ſay that the expreſſion may refer to 4 parti- | 
cular reſurrection. Admiitting this, my _ T 
tation is till left the' more probable of rhe evo. : 
The words, and ao is, on which your Lord 
6 tip lay s 10 much ſtreſs, do not, when even ney 


1 ie teren, refer either backwards, to dead: 25 
ſohs' ſuppoſed'to have been ralſed, 1 forward 


* 
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any that our Lord might intend to raiſe. But, 
of the two, I think they would rather refer to 
ſomething that his audience could underſtand, 
than to omething that they could not un- 
derſtand; that is, to ſomething that was paſſed, 
rather than to any thing that was future. The 
word, now, in my opinion, very properly ex- 
preſſes the power our Lord had in his then preſent 
fate, of which he had already given them a ſpe» 
cimen; as a proof of his more e ee diipliy of 
the ſame power hereafter, = 
| Beſides, all that my be watts. in khis 
_ caſe is, that the two chapters may be tranſpoſed 
without a manifeſt violation of the order of the 
hiſtory ; ſo that were the-preſent arfangement even 
the more natural, it would not overturn my ar- 
gument. In this reſpect, therefore, I have been 
able to advance much more than I had any abſo- 
tote occaſion for; by ſhewing that che tranſpo- 
ſition of theſe chapters would mate 4 a more eaſy 
connection than the preſent. . 
In another place, P. 64, Fo y te thi Wodnllec- 
© tion of ch. vii, f. is equally good whether: it fol- 
© lows ch. v, or vi; P ARA water bs reve. th at * 
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Of journeys ſuppoſed to be omitted in my harmony, 


4 


NN the ſubject of. this ſeftion I have \ very lie 
tle to — 5 Jour Lordſhip will find that 
there is no journey that Jeſus is ever ſaid to 
have taken that I have not accounted for, and for 

Which, I think, I have not allowed ſufficient time. 
The circuit mentioned Matt. ix. 35, and Mark 

vi. 6, in which our Lord viſited Nazareth, and 
that mentioned by Luke viii. 1, in which he croſſed. 

the ſea of Galilee, &c. were certainly different; 

and yet I do not apprehend, that I have by this 
means, as you ſay, p. 67, multiplied any dif- 

« ficulties on myſelf, that I have not, in eds own 

opinion, ſufficiently cleared up. _ | 

If I have ſaid, that“ all our Lond journeys 
ce to] eruſalem were no more than four, as you 
obſerve, p. 68, I muſt have overlooked one of 
the two paſſovers at the beginning or the end of 
the year. But this was an overſight that does 
not affect my hypotheſis. I thank your Lordſhip 
for the notice of it, and I ſhall not fail to rectify | 

it, if the work ſhould be . = 7 
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r Complained of ee on ee be 
cauſe, after reciting the tranſactions which your 
Lordſhip ſays I comprize within the compaſs of 
fifty days, from the firſt paſſover to the following 
pentecoſt, you enumerate the journeys in that pe- 
riod ; and in conſequence of it, find that our Lord 
muſt have travelled at the rate of eight miles a 
day, including the ſabbaths. What could be 
your Lordſhip's intention by this, but to repre- 
ſent, my/elf as having made our Lord to travel at 
the rate of eight miles per day, for the ſpace of 
fifty days together For, certainly, you did not 
mean to repreſent him as having travelled at this 
rate on your own hypotheſis ; and I call the re- 
preſentation unfair, becauſe my hypotheſis does 
not ſuppoſe Jeſus to have made all the journeys 
| you mention, or to have extended them ſo far. 
But J am ſatisfied your Lordſhip did not advert 
to this circumſtance, but only followed Mr. 
Whiſton, who had treated Mr, Mann in the 
_ fame manner, aſſuming his time, and including 
in it the buſineſs that himſelf, and not Mr, 
Mann, ſuppoſed to belong to it. To make the 
. valid, it ought to have been in this 
1 — | C 3 | form, 
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form, © You ſuppoſe Jeſus to have done this bu- 
cc ſineſs in this time, and the time is not ſuffi- 
ce cjent for it.” As it no ſtands, it is, I ſup- 
e poſe our Lord to have done this buſineſs in the 
ic time that you mention, an and the time is not 
ce ſufficient, only becauſe the buſineſs is more than 


c you ſuppoſe to belong to it.” When the argu- 


ment is ſtated in this manner, it has certainly much 
Teſs effect than Mr. Whiſton meant it to have. 

I do not ſee the force of What your Lordſhip 
Pan in the laſt paragraph of this ſection. I 
reject the journey to Jeruſalem which you ſpeak 
of, becauſe I ſuppoſe it not to have been made. 
But I ſee no reaſon why you ſhould charge me 
with the JOUrney thither, and not with the journey 


back again. I. do mention that journey in its due 


place in my Calendar, and Ae as I think, ſuffi- 

cient time for it. | 
Having nothing NPR 8 to obſerve with W. 

aſs to our 1 1 I 2207 . i 
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Of the. argument for the probable duration af our 
Saviour' s wt, from tbe * of it. 


\N the ſubject of: this foltion y = I 66d 
,, p. 28, Nor can 1: perſuade oye 
„ chat our Lord had time enough, upon your 
ce plan, to dell at Chorazin and Bethſaida, as he 
did at Capernaum; and you refer to Matt. iv, 


13. But in this place our Lord is only ſaid to 
have dwelled at Capernaum, and not at either of 
the other towns; nor do I recollect that this is ſo 


much as hinted at, or ſuppoſed, by any evangeliſt. 
That Jeſus vifited theſe two places is certain, and 


I fuppoſe he did it on his Get excurſion from Ca- 


pernaum. 


Whether our 133 proper bufineſs was deliver- 
ing moral inſtruction, or not, p. 79, is perhaps a 
controverſy about words. I own he omitted no 


proper opportunity of doing it; but I conceive 
the- great object of his miſſion to have been t9 
give proof of his being the Meſſiah, and an exam- 


ple of a reſurrection from the dead in his own 
perſon. However, in a ſufficiently proper ſenſe 


of the words, I have no objection to ſaying, with 


your Lordſhip, thut every thing that. Jeſus did 
was his proper buſineſs, Al: was of great ule, | 
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| OUR Lordſhip 3 is very large: on the ſub- 
I Zject of this ſection, eſpecially on our Lord's 
Ming cleared the temple at this time, as well-as 
at the Jaſt paſſover. But as this is of Rttle con- 
ſequerice to my general hypotheſis, and I do not 
think that you have invalidated what I before ad- 
vanced on that ſubject, I fall not trouble your 
Lordſhip; or our readers, Wich many more remarks 
upon it. If our readers really think that you have 
anſwered my objections to the repetition of ſucli a 
tranfaction as this, and which no evangeliſt ſays was 
repeated, I am fatisfied. You! grant, p. gi, that 
notwithſtanding the differences you had noted in 
the ſeveral accounts of this tranſaction, t / the 
may be harmonized.” ' Our difference, Ache 
ö fore, on this Wore cannot be material. 
Jou ſay, Pp. 93, your” « grand argument is tho 
« difference of time.” It is evident that in 
ö John“ s goſpel, as it now ſtands, the tranſaction 
is placed in a different time; but then J object 
00 this arrangement, and think, partly from che 
nature of the tranſaction, and partly from it's be- 
ing placed differently by all the other evange- 
liſts, that it is miſplaced here, not perhaps by 
Jo ohp himſelf (0g gh this mi ght have happened 
through 
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through inadvertence, being iperhaps, compoſed 
after the reſt of the goſpel was-written)-but' by 
ſome very early tranſcriber; or in whatever man- 
ner the fifth and ſixth chapters of his goſpel came 
to be tranſpoſed. It may be impoſſible, in many 
| Caſes, to determine how a thing was done, though - 
there may be reaſon co to think that it was 
. 
You ſay, p. 96, «'The Sauce of the three firſt 
* Evangelifts on the early cleanſing of the tem- 
1 ple, may be accounted for by the e jut obſerva- 
e tion of the antients, that tlie) begin the acts of 
« our Lord's public miniſtry" after John's impri- 
« ſonment.” / But then it is natural to af, why 
did they chuſe to begin to relate the hiſtory of of. 
Lord after the impriſonment of John, when ſo 
very remarkable and public a tranſiRion'as*this 
preceded it? Beſides, they all relate the hiſtory | 
of John's preaching, and of Jeſus being baptized 
by him. I therefore think it a ſtrong / argument 
againſt our Lord's cleanſing che temple at this 
time, that the three firſt evangeliſts make no 
mention of it, the tranſaction being of ſo peculi- 
arly ſtriking a nature, and what muſt have been 
much more ſo at the opening of his miniſtry than 
at the cloſe of it, where they have related it. In 
all caſes it is more natural to relate any tranſac- 
tion the fr time it happened, than the mere re- 
Facen of afterwards) ot 7s STA 

I do not know that John the Baptiſt ever ex- 
prefuly Frey: - 100 the dM I 15 own = 
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ſaid-what amounted to it, p. 86 as our Lord al- 
ſo ſufficiently proved himſelf 10 be he: — 
n e ae! it. E Vn 


8 * 0 Tx L 0 N 5 
i of = the ho that Fe 72 2 made i in Juda, after the 6 : 


1 
1 AM. content to 3 very tte reply to mine 
your Lordſhip has obſerved on the ſubje& of 
this ſection, thinking that what I have u 
advanced is ſufficient for my purpoſe. You al- 
low, p. 107, that “ chere was ſome difference in 
Ce, gur Lord's manner of preaching when he de- 
« parted into Galilee, which pegs period cer- 
, tainly conſtitutes,” you; ſay, „ an æra in 
c or Lord's manner of . preaching.” Nee. | 
though I cannot account for our Lord's 
ſaid to begin to preach on his arrival in 41 — 
if he had preached much and publickly before (and 
none of the evangeliſts mention any particular in- 
ſtances of his preaching before) I do not deny 
that; in ſome ſenſe or other, he muſt; have in- 
ſtructed at leaſt thoſe who applied to him for that 
purpoſe; ſo that Nicodemus could with propriety 
call him a teacher. But his teaching muſt. have 
been inconſiderable and private, to juſtify Mat- 
thew, Mark, and Luke, in paſſing it entirely 
cover: And this is one reaſon why I think our 
Lord could not have made the long Hay you ſup- | 
poſe him to have made in Judea _— his arri- 
val 
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val in Galilee, I can, however, make a great al- 
| lowance for his ſtaying there, and making diſci- 
ples too, if (which is very conſiſtent with my hy- 
potheſis) this preaching and making diſciples 
began ſome time before the paſſover. 

Fo admit your Lordſhip's remarks at the begin- 

ng of this ſection to be very juſt, but words 
| * have a relative meaning are applied with 
great latitude. Thus, when I ſaid that the three 

firſt evangeliſts had omitted nothing that was 
confiderable before their account of our Saviour's 
preaching in Galilee, I did not ſuppoſe that the 
teſtimony of John, and the other particulars 


which you mention, were in no ſenſe of the word, 
con ſiderable; for 1 think every particular in the 


goſpel hiſtory to be truly ſo; but that our Lord 
had done nothing that was ſo ſtriking, or that 

excited ſo much Arbentien, as what is reveved af- 
ter his arrival in Galilee. 
I alſo admit, with your Lodthip; that what ; 


John ſays, ch. iv, 45. proves that our Lord 


had reputation in Galilee before his 3 Journey thi- 
ther; but it is expreſsly ſaid to have been in con- 
ſequence of what he had done at the fraſt, in Je- 
ruſalem, and therefore is very far from being any 
el proof of his having done any thing very remark- 
able in Judea afterwards, which is the only queſ- 


tion between us. And it is evident, from the 
accounts of all the evangeliſts, that the notice our 
Lord attracted afterwards, was unſpeakably greater 
than what he had excited before, 
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1 T HE N it needleſs ee thing with . 
J repent to the ſubject of this ſection, except 
A. whether I juſtly infer from Luke Xii, 975 


that the diſtance from Jeruſalem to Galilee, was a 
journey of three days (Which I ſtill think to be 
the moſt natural interpretation) or not, the diſ- 
tance itſelf, which was only about ſixty miles, does 
not admit of its having been more to perſons who 
profeſſedly undertook q a journey, even on foot; 


and as our Lord ſet out from the neighbourhood. 


of Jordan, and near to Samaria, he can r 1 
ſuppoſed to have required ſo much time. 


As the preaching of Jeſus is exprefely fiid ita 
bare begun after his arrival at Capernaum, I think 


it is not probable that he had preached much on 
his road thither, at leaſt fo much as could have 
protracted his journey any conſiderable time. Be- 
ſides, I allow fix days from his leaving Judea to 
his arrival at Capernaum; which, conſidering the 
little that we certainly know to have paſſed on. 
the road, is abundantly: ſufficient for the purpoſe. 


Ido, indeed, ſuppoſe, that our Lord preached 


an, his journey to the neighbourhood. of Tyre, 
tn s be faid of it in the ts hiſtory; 


irn | But 
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- But then it ſhould be conſidered, that it does not 
appear that he viſited that country more than 
once; whereas he paſſed from Galilee to] udea, 


and back again, ſeveral times during the courſe 


of his miniſtry. As the great opening of the goſ- 

pel appears to have been made after this arrival 

in Galilee, it is the leſs. probable that he preach- 
ed in his way thither at this particular time. 
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Whether Je 5 HE * ted Nazareth or cena, Kl. 


* * 


Ia 5855 a proc ra our el viſited. Nazareth 
11 before his arrival at Capernaum, your 
Lordſhip urges. ſeveral circumſtances. mentioned 
by Luke, that are not noticed by the other eyan- 
geliſts, as his reading in the prophet Iſaiah, &c. 
but theſe are only additional articles, and not ſuch 
variations as prove the viſits to have been diffe- 
rent; and IJ own that Luke's account of the tranſ- : 
action is by much the moſt circumſtantial. | 
The argument on which your Lordſhip now 
_ lays the chief ſtreſs, p. 124, is that the viſit to 
Nazareth related by Luke is followed by the 
ſame eireumſtances with reſpect to his arrival at 
Capernaum, with thoſe related by Matthew and 
Mark, as, his calling of Peter, &c. - , 
IL anſwer, that Matthew gives NO account 1 | 


any, rej emu our Lord at Nazareth, at the 
time 
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| tire that he is ſaid to have left Nazareth to go th 


Capernaum ; and as he certainly preached at the 
time of his rejection there, and even publickly 


in the ſynagogue, and with ſuch very remarkable | 
conſequences, he would hardly have ſaid, in his 


account of his arrival at Capernaum, only four 
verſes afterwards, From that time Jeſus began 0 
preach. And Mark makes no mention at all of 
any arrival at Nazareth before he came to Ca- 
pernaum. 
Beſides had our Lord been rejeftid tn ewice at the 
ſame place, the thing was ſo very extraordinary, 
that it would hardly have paſſed unnoticed by the 
evangeliſts. We might, at leaſt, expect ſome 
| alluſion to the firſt rejection, in their account of 
the ſecond: Such conduct of our Lord would alfo 
| ſem to have been contrary to the inſtructions he 
gave to his apoſtles on their miſſion, Matt. x. 
 Wheſoever ſhall not receive you, nor hear your words, 
| woben ye depart out of that houſe or city, my off 
the duſt of your feet; which ſeems to imply, that 
they were not to preach to them any more. 
What you call our Lord's ſecond vifit to Naza- 
reth, mentioned by Matthew and Mark, is cer- 
tainly related in a more advanced period of our 
Lord's miniſtry ; but it does not therefore follow 
that there had been any preceding viſit,” and 
therefore that there were © two viſits to Nazareth, 
p- 129, and two rejections there; but only that 
Luke places the ſame rejection iff one part of the 
nen Matthew and Mark inanvthier and to 


the 
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the. teſtimony of theſe two, I cannot help giv- 
ing a decided preference. Beſides, that this viſit 
was, in fact, in a more advanced period of our 
Lord's miniſtry than where Luke places it, I 
think his own account affords a fufficient intimia- 
tion, when he repreſents the Jews as ſaying (Luke 
iv, 3.) to him at that time, WWhatſoever we bave 
heard done in Capernaum, do alſo here in thy country. 
That all this ſhould refer to 2 ſingle miracle, 
wrought at Capernaum before our Lord himſelf 
had been there, I till chink very improbable, = 


» - 
— 9 


er . 


| & the + Harmony of the Goſpels eee, 15 4. . 
- As Trey te Are 668 


% 
: 4 * 21 5 * f 4 1 
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\ * this I hr Unnblele to trouble our 
ö readers with any particular remarks f. only 
wiſhing, as well as your Lordſhip, that our 
readers would apply your quotation from Lardner 
to my own attempt, as well as to your Lord- 
ſhip's. < I defire, p. 139; that the reader will 
uw particularly apply it to my own attempt, leſt, 
ce in any place, I ſhould have leſſened the pro- 
ce priety or beauty of our Lord's actions or diſ- 
« courſes by a wrong arrangement, or ſhould. 
ce have led the theological ſtudent to a miſcon- 
8 ee of the length or progreſs of our 
| cc Lord's 


| 
| 
' 
| 
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Lord's miniſtry. Speaking of Tatian's miſ-: 
c takes, he, Dr. Lardner, ſays there is a re- 
&« ſpect due to the firſt attempts in any part of 
er knowledge, nor are modern harmoniſts free 
<<; from prejudged opinions; and I am appre- 
cc henſive that moſt of their harmonies likewiſe 
ec have need to be read with indulgence and cave 
et tion, as well as thoſe of the antients.”  ' 
+ would obſerve, however, that, in ſpeaking of : 
Epi janius's notion of our Lord's preaching one 
year without oppoſition, and another in which he 
ſuffered much from their vexation and envy, you 
ſay, p. 136, Ke Hence we learn how uncertain gra- 
« dition is in theſe matters, and how little atten - 
„ tion js due to the ſentiments of the early 
« Chriſtian writers on this ſubje&,” But Epi- 
phanius who; lived in the year 400, was far from 
being an early writer. In his time tradition was 
altogether ſilent, and fanciful ſpeculation had 
taken place of it. This i is now to be corrected 
by wm FR 
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1150 of the ff excurſion From 1 N 
Stil think a met ſufficient Gor every FS 


that is recorded of our Lord's firſt excurſion 
from Capernaum ; and all that your Lordſhip 
now urges againſt it are ſuch general expreſſions as 


I had conſidered before. I own, however, that, 


were there not other ſubſtantial; reaſons which 
make me conclude that this excurſion was a ſhort 

one, the general expreſſions would have led me 
to imagine that it had been longer. But the ar- 
gument from theſe expreſſions, though certainly 


in favour of your Lordſhip's hypotheſis, is, I 
think, abundantly Genen 115 W N dn 
1 | have ee urged. 9 f Ne. 


III. o the fecond 71.0 * the fre. 


TH E reaſon Why I took it for granted 5 


| Jeſus was in Galilee at the time that the diſciples 


plueked the ears of corn, is that what is related 


by all the evangeliſts immediately before and af- 
ter the tranſaction certainly paſſed in Galilee. 1 
therefore think that an hypotheſis which requires 

Jeſus to have been in Galilee when it was hardly 
poſſible for him to have heen there, and in gene- 
ral muſt have been abſolutely impoſſible; on ac- 
count of its nearneſs to the paſſover, cannot be 
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the true one. This, therefore, I think an inſur- 


mountable” difficulty with reſpe& to your Loy 
| ſhip's S interpretation of the word Iugongs) g. 

my on part, Tſde ſo little reafon for be of th 
interpretarrons:Yhav'], have et Wet with off Fe 


word, that I think other harmonizers would have 


done better, ifcthey: e eee at all 


wann ſuppoſrd deri ratiam uf i u ki denn 


quilt; 1004 uo 38013 Un bus f mon} 


| Uh ** HK CON EUS ION. Won 


T. is wich / che moſt amiable canllour and: flank . 
- neſs thabyo 


' ofthe hypotheſis of cwoh car dad hu hay ſon cle u- 


mention ſotme advantages of chat ſcheme over ybur 


thabpout:Lordihip conebudeswithva lketely 


ration of our Lord's rainiftry; and that you even 


on. On this Irwoulbobſerve, that your:diftribuz 


tion of our-Bogdls rimey fopthe fifty days; beufcen | 
prizes all that is moſt diffieult'in! my hyporheſt j bs 


the firſt pafſover.and'the foliowing' p 


but that I think Herod's ignorance of Jeſus i 10 too 


long even upon this ſcheme!” 1 Thus too 


bon ey, p:350, Herod hoind of -Jefur ine 


a year ſooner than I he ſuppoſed, yet not till 


er Jeſus had preached and wrought pfliracles 1 in 


, Galilee: for nears twelve irmonithsi? > This eer- 


_ thinly makes tlie difficulty leſs than upon your 
ordſhip's hypotlieſisʒ hut - ſtill it is not, in my 
opinion, fafficiently-within - the bounds of Oo — 
bability. bin f n5g D 04 2108 10% 910040)! 
I am happy that, in this ters? I have had lin 
ene make uſe wy general Principles be- 


ſides 
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fides thoſe in which we are both agree ed. Speaks 
ing of the greennęſt or the graſs ente by 
Mark, at the time that our Lord fec the five thou- 
ſand, you ſay; p. 52, . If you recht to the fup- 
cc poſition that Mark was miſtaken, you deny 
& one of my firſt principles, and I canflot Raton 
« with you.” Bur I ſee no great difficulty in- 
ſuppoſing there might be green graſs in the neign- 
bourhood of a freſh water lake on the 13th of 
May, where 1 have e this dans, eren 
| in Judea. A einge: 61.3803 rene 
I am ſorry, however, that the: admiſſion of > 
trifling a miſtake as this in an evangelical hiſto- 
rian, who was no apoſtle, who ſays nothing about 
his inſpiration, and whom we do not know to have 
been preſent, ſhould affect any ji principle with 
your Lordſhip; when J eannot help thinking that 
che ſuppoſition of ſo high a degree of infpicnrion 
even with reſpeck to the writings of the apoſtles 
themſelves, 1 is unfavourable” to the proper evidence 
of chriſtianity, as 1 think 1 have ſhewn in the pre- | 


\ 
a 14 
face to my Harmony in Greelt, and alſo in my 


Infrivitts of 1 HaturaVand revenled religion. 
But tough we ſee this ſubject, and many others = 
in verh. different liglits, I hope wWe ſhall always "1 


cultwate what is of more value than the poſſeſſion . 0 
of any truth, viz u ſpirit of chriſtian cundour; and 1 
that while we maintain what appeats to us id be „ 
what chriſtianity really is, and Weh the earneſt : 
neſs that we conceive/it' ape D tags 1+ NR 4M 
a h brood d e eee 


4 
bas » 
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will be with that reſpe& for the prejudices of 
others which chriſtianity requires, and in ſuch a 
manner, as that we mall not be aſhamed. if 
hereafter ye ſhould be found t to have been! in an 
error. 

25 Upon che 7 70 1 mt fatter my, Sum 
your Lordſhip' s molt 1 ingenuous diſpoſition, which 
is apparent through the whole of this diſcuſſion; 
that when you conſider the early prevalence of 

the opinion that our Lord's miniſtry did not much 

exceed one year; that this opinion was not that of 
the learned only, who might be miſled! by their 
ſpeculations, but alſo of the unlearned, who had 
their information from uniform tradition; and the 
improbability of the interpretation of the: accept 
able year having been received ſo generally as it 
«was, by many others beſides the Valentinians, un- 
leſs it had been countenanced by the received 
opinion on the ſubject, and indeed the impoſſibi- 
lity of any interpretation of any text bearing down 
che general belief of an hiſtorical fact: when your 
Lordſhip ſhall. conſider how often. it is aſſerted by 
the early chriſtian writers, that Chriſt was crucified To 
when the Gemini were conſuls, and that this was 89 
the very year after that in which he was baptized, I 
vin. the 15th of Tiberius, reckoning, as all hiſtori. — * 
ans and chronologers, without the leaſt exception, MM 
- compute them, viz. from the death of Auguſtus; Tt 
when you conſider the improbability of three 1 
evangeliſts leaving no trace whatever of our 
Lord's miniſtry having extended beyond one year, 
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and eſpecially the conduct of Luke, in dating with 


ſo much exactneſs, the beginning of his hiſtory, 


and yet unavoidably leading his feaders into a 


miſtake of more than two years with reſpect to the 
concluſion of it: when you ſhall conſider again 
the ſtrange miſtake not of Herod only (who, how- 
ever, it is almoſt certain, was not out of his own 


dominions at the time, and they were no larger 


than one of our counties) but of many other Jews, 


even ſo late as the transfiguration, who thought 


that Jefus: might be John riſen from the dead, two 


years after they had both preached in public to- 
gether: when, beſides this, you conſider with how 
much eaſe the whole buſineſs of the goſpel hiſtory 


is comprized within one year, as appears by my 
Calendar; how little it was that our Lord had to 


do himſelf, and how much remained for the apoſ- 


tles to do afterwards, you will be ſatisfied that 
more time than I allow, would "ally banded 


and perplex the ſcheme. 


Had unbelievers read the feripires with ſo 
W's attention as to have diſcovered the objec- 

tions that I have urged to the received hypo - 
theſis, I cannot help thinking they would have 
repreſented the hiſtory as ro ona in er 


reſpects. Lo HOSTED 20:31 


When theſe conſiderations are eig wich 
the ſeriouſneſs that they deſerve, I think your 
L ordſhip will not make the difficulty you have 
| hitherto dane of expunging a ſingle word from a 
place, where many learned critics, who were by 
TR „ 3 A 1 
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447 30 
no means of my opinion on this ſubject, were 
convinced it had no buſineſs, and where I think 
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I haye almoſt demonſtrated it, was not to be found 
in the time of Irenæus, or of tranſpoſing a chap- 


ter to a ſituation in which it is hardly poſſible not 
to acknowledge it will make a better connexion 
than it does where it is now; and that you 


will not lay the great ſtreſs that You now do on 


5 general and indefinite expreſſions. 


When your Lordſhip ſhall coolly e 


theſe things, I can hardly help perſuading myſelf 
that, as we are not diſputing for victory, but merely 
dlſcuſſing a queſtion of criticiſm for the ſake of 
finding the truth, you will accede to my opinion, 
as it appears to me that there is ſo manifeſt a pre- 
ponderancy of argument in favour. of it. When 
-- -Kinterrogate myſelf on the ſubject, I hope I can 
ay with truth, that if your Lordfhip's argu- 


ments had made any impreſſion on me I ſhould 


have acknowledged it. I have, on ſeveral occa- 


ſions, avowed a change of opinion both in philo- 
ſophical and theological ſubjects; and I think it 


would have been with real pleafure that I ſhould 
have owned myſelf convinced by your Lordſhip; 
with reſpect to this buſineſs. No perſon, how 


ever, can be quite ſure of himſelf, but in the 


very ſame circumſtances in which he has been 


tried before; ; and there are caſęs in which the 
ſtrongeſt arguments, and the greateſt minds; 
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Das | are we, who boaſt of a rational nature, uni- 
formly influenced by pure reaſon. | 

I think I have now noted every thing in your 
Lordſhip's reply that ſeemed to require! it; and, 


-willingly ſubmitting the whole to the candour of 


your Lordſhip and of BY GS, I remain, 288 
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wo of my 12 friends havin favoured 
me with ſome obſervations in ſupport of 
what I had advanced, Section V. concer ning 


tranſpaſitions in antient MSS. I give them here in 
extracts from their letters to me. 


One of them, I recollected, had ſome years ago 
informed me, that he was pretty confident that 
four lines in Virgil had been tranſpoſed, though 


no MS. of that author indicated any ſuch thing. 


Thinking the fact curious, and of ſome uſe to 
my purpoſe, I lately wrote to him on the ſub- 


ject, and he was To obliging as to give me the 
following anſwer. The other letter, relating 


chiefly to the ſcriptures, is ſtill more to my 


PO. 8 TT 7 


Sr? det d en dug. 1581. 


. 23 DID not know that ! had 


ever mentioned to you a tranſpoſition in Virgil's 
Eclogues, and had quite forgot that any ſuch idea 
had paſſed through my mind. However, in the 


margin of my Virgil I have found a note that has 


revived them. The your is in the 7th Ec- 


logue 
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logue. The four lines from the 53d to the 56th, 


which are given to Corydon, I apprehend belong 


to Thyrſis, and ſhould have been preceded by the 
 fourilines'fromthe g6th to the Goth, which, in 
all the editions, as far as I know, follow them. 


My reaſons for this opinion are two. In the 
firſt place, Hret ager vitio, &c, ſuits better With | 


the decent elegance of Corydon, and Stant ef ju- 
peri, &c. jacent (an antitheſis that does not Aut 


| the ſtyle of Corydon) and formoſus Alexis=-- videas 
et flimina ficca (an unpleaſant hyperbolical image 


ridiculing, as all along, the more grateful pictures 
of the opponent) agree far better with the roll 
185 ery and libertiniſm of Thyrſis. N erttan 


But beſides this, in the next . dives 


to be remarked, chat from the 63d and .64rh 


verſes it appears that Phyllis (to whom Thyrſis 


oppoſes Lycidas in the 65th) is the flame of Co- 


Fg rydon, hence I infer thatithe ſtanza in which 


Pbyllidis noſtræ occurs, viz. before at v. 39, muſt 


have been Corydon's, not Thyrſis $; that is, that 


the two ſtanzas beginning the: one with Sant er 
Jamigeri, , the other with mo ow 10 * 


will oy rid of ſome i or and confafivn 3 0 
1 might add a third reaſon for giving the ſtan- 


La, Cant er, Gcc. to Thyrſis, viz that from the 


oppoſition: of Furmoſus Lycidas in the laſt ſtanza, 
to Phyllis, chere ariſes a probability that the fbr- 
mioſus Alexis, was put by the tame Penker in an 

nen of che ſame kind nondalt 
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TR a h you have ddl. "oY 
.. proving the word u, in John vi. 4, to be 


an interpolation, ſeems to me to amount almoſt 
to demonſtration. And for, the reaſans: offered 
by Mr., Mann, and you, I have little doubt but 


that the bth chapter of St. John hath been tratiſ- 


poſed, and ought immediarely to follow the 2th 
chapter. Tou rightly. obſerve in your ſecond lets 


ter, p., That tranſpoſitions are common 


things, and that the Nnered writings are by no 
means exempt from them; hüt vou have given 5 
no niſtances of tranſpoſitions in any ancient wri- 
tings. Tour argument would, I think be greats 
i ſtrengthened by al faif repreſentation n of ſore 
| fats of this kind. 1 4175 Sri! fit D1s OOO 
Dre Kennicott, in- the 22d "A FRY ſeRions 
; of his moſt: excellent Diſertatio Generalis, at 


the end of his Hebrew Bible, lately publiſhs 


ad, hath mentioned ſeveral remarkable» rranſ- 


poſicions which have been made in different 


5 parts of che: Old Teſtament. The ten firſt verſes 


of theizoth chapter of Exodus have; heiobſerves; 


been certainly ixemoved from the end of 'the 126th 
chkpter and of this tranſpoſition, no perſon, who 


gixes due attention to the reaſons offeredi by Dr. 


Kennicott, can entertain the leaſt doubt, alth6igh = 
it muiſt have been: made, not only before all the 
Hebrew MSS. now extant, but de ſeems; - 
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before the verſion: of the LXX, i. e. before the 
year 280 before Chriſt. © Thar: this tranfpdſitidh 
hath. been made is ſufficiently: clear from circum- 
ſtances: but it happens that there is direct evi - 
dence of the fact, for; thoſe ten verſes are in their 
proper place between the 35th and-36th verſes of 
the 26th chapter in the Samaritan Pentatküch, 
which, however; was not ſeen in Europe till _ . 
8 bam of the laſt century.. 
Dr. Kennicott, in the amlague vfixhe' He: -- 
: brew Mss. examined for his work, 'defcribes || 
one of the. Pentatetich, Nol 5, which belongs = 
to the Bodleian library, and conſiſts of three 
large rolls. Between the firſt and ſecondl rolls 


two ſkins of vellum, containing Exod. xii. 38. 4 
üs d ale omitted, which. two'ins'are 9 


found in a ſeparate roll, ſewed together in ſuch a 
manner that ſeventy-five verſes, viz. Exod. xiv. 
28.-----xvii, 9, ſtand before Exod, xii. 38.---- 

xXiv. 28. This fact is alſo noticed by Dr. Ken- 
nicott, in his ſecond Diſſertation on the Hebrew 
text, p. 571, 572, and it ſhews very clearly how 
the tranſpoſition for which you contend, might 
be made by an improper nee of the ſkins 
of an antient MS, < 
Another very remarkable tranſpoſition 1 will 
mention, which hath certainly happened in No- 
vatian's book, De Regula Fidei, This book 
conſiſts of thirty-one chapters; and it was ſo 
evident from the connection of the ſenſe, that 
Fighs 1 theſe ä were — in the 
: old 
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old edition tions,” that Mr. Welchman, in 1724, and 


Mr. Jackſon, in 1728, thought themſelves juſti- 
fied in rectifying the miſtake, without the autho+ 
rity of a ſingle MS. See Jackſon's edition. p. 106; 
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Hi Theſe wings 1 ne me as . 


rial to your argument z and you will be pleaſed 
to conſider, whether it may not be right for you 


to give theſe or ſome other examples of ana 
fitions actually made in ancient writings. 


As to Mark ii. 1, I will only obſerve, that PAS: 
Vulgate, printed at Venice, in Folio, in 478, the 
xcading is, Poſt Dies ocro, and that in Wickliff's 

Ne Teſtament, which is a tranſlation from the 
Latin Vulgate, * is, Ar EYGHTE Nia. . 
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